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Abstract: 
 
This project sets out to show how the ideational underpinnings have changed in 
CAP reform debate from the Fischer reform 2003 to 2013. Focussing on the European 
commission, the project analyses 5 central documents in the CAP debate, starting with 
the Fischer reform in 2003 and ending with the current debates on the CAP post 2013 
reform. Through a theory on ideational change via frames, this project primarily 
argues that a change has occurred in the underlying frames informing the commission 
in the CAP post 2013, from a frame of market orientation to sustainability and food 
security. Secondly the project argues that this framing of food security and 
sustainability prevents important discussions of the trade distorting effects of the 
subsidies and their implications on the current WTO Doha round negotiations.     
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Introduction   
In 1957 a world still recovering from the devastating destruction of the Second 
World War, the six founding countries of the European community sought to 
eliminate one of the largest concerns among their citizens, food scarcityi. As a 
solution to their problems the countries, already cooperating via the European 
Community (EC), banded together once more to create a common agricultural policy 
(CAP)ii.  
Fast forward 50 years. The CAP has been tremendously successful in achieving its 
primary goal of ensuring food security. It now makes up roughly 40% of the 
European budgets and the CAP has also shown an impressive ability to stimulate 
production of agricultural products, even without any demand. In fact, what 
Daugbjerg wrote in 1999 in this authors view still holds true:  
 
“The EC has still not resolved the fundamental problem of the agricultural policy; 
namely, that the policy creates incentives for farmers to engage in intensive farming which, 
in turn, increases production to a level that demand cannot absorb.” 
 
(Daugbjerg 1999: 2) 
 
While the CAP has received serious criticism over the years (Burrell 2010; 7) the 
policy has shown great resilience to actual reform (Daugbjerg 1999: 3). But in a world 
of volatile markets and fluctuating prices no one is safe. From 2006 to 2008 the price 
of everyday commodities such as cereals, milk and meat has seen a price explosion 
once again leaving the world starved. This time however the CAP is not considered as 
the saviour but as one of the main culpritsiii. While the CAP might create artificially 
low commodity prices it has through its export subsidies in the 1980's and 90's the 
policy helped destroy the agricultural sector in many of the least developed countries 
in the world forcing them to rely on importsiv. 
This price hikes on basic commodities from 2006-2008 naturally reinvigorated the 
debate on food security in the European Union. Defenders of the CAP has utilized this 
opportunity to advocate no cuts in the CAP, this despite the fact that most research 
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show that food security is mainly a problem for the developing world, and that the EU 
is more than self-sufficient within foods. With food security is not really a problem in 
the EU (See among others DEFRA 2009; Fritz 2012v ) why is it so heavily 
emphasized when the CAP reform is proposal from the European Commission?  
Research question 
 
“What development has there been in the underlying frames in the 
debates on the Common Agricultural Policy reforms from 2003 to 
2013?” 
 
- What are the competing frames in the CAP discussion? 
- What is excluded in the current debate? 
 
In order to answer these research questions a historical knowledge of the CAP is 
necessary. Therefore the next couple of pages will highlight the different discussion 
and ideas in the CAP evolution. 
Common Agricultural policy over time 
The common agricultural policy was introduced in 1957 in the Rome treaty. It is 
the single largest expenditure in the European budget. Totalling more than 50Billion 
Eurovi in 2009, the CAP made up 41% of the entire EU budget, down from 71% 1980. 
In total numbers the main recipients are France (20%), Germany and Spain (13% each) 
and Italy (11%)vii. The following will make a short presentation of the central reforms 
and ideational background of the CAP evolution over the years. The chapter 
highlights different reform processes from the initiation of the CAP with the Rome 
Treaty in 1957 to the post 2013 CAP reform debate. The word reform will be applied 
loosely within the chapter despite strong arguments whether the different “reforms” 
are actual reforms (See Daugbjerg 1999). 
1950’s-1970’s: Initiation and the honeymoon years 
The common agricultural policy was created with the Rome treaty in 1957 and 
implemented 11 years later in 1968 (Fearne 1998; 14ff). The ideational background 
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for the common agricultural policy was a prevention of the food shortages, 
experienced by a war torn Europe in the previous decadesviii and the means to do so 
was a common agricultural policy. 
 
“The emphasis of the early CAP was on encouraging better agricultural productivity so 
that consumers had a stable supply of affordable food and ensure that the EU had a viable 
agricultural sector” 
(Quote from “The CAP explained” by the European commissionix) 
 
The CAP was based on three principles; 
 
- “Free intra-Community trade: no barriers to trade in farm products between EC 
member states; 
- Community preference: supplies from within the Community to be given preference 
in the market over those outside the EC; 
- Common financing: funding for the CAP would be through a European budget 
responsible for all revenues and expenditure generated by the Policy” 
(Ritson 1998; 2) 
 
Therefore the simple answer to why the CAP was created is “to ensure food 
security in Europe” and the best way to do so was perceived to be creating a 
productive agricultural sector. This perception meant that from the onset, and the 
following 25 years, the CAP was a highly protectionist policy, based on policy tools 
such as market intervention, high external tariffs and high internal farm prices 
(Burrell 2010; 7). The price of farm products were more a reflections of national 
interests of maximizing because the community paid the costs (Burrell 2010; 7).  To 
sum up the first 25 years after the creation of the common agricultural policy, the 
agriculture sector in Europe existed in its own protected bubble shielded from the 
outside world of market competition and uncertainty.   
1980’s: Problems mounting  
In the 1980’s the happy days in the agricultural sector were over. The integration 
of new countries into the EC challenged the homogeneity of the agricultural sector, 
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the rising costs of the agricultural sector strained the community budgets, new 
integration goals and policies ended the agricultures unique status as the only 
common policy, external forces started heavy criticism of the policy especially during 
the WTO negotiations and finally, the public opinion started to change as media 
highlighted huge surpluses of food and the environmental problems of farming 
(Burrell 2010; 7). In short the food security frame which was hegemonic when the 
CAP was created was now strongly challenged, by primarily the Food Mountains, 
forcing the actors within the agricultural area to alter their perceptions. In order to 
overcome the challenges minor adjustments were made during the 80’s, among other 
things, milk quotas were introduced in 1983. While all the above was influencing the 
perceptions of the actors the policy adjustments of the 1970s and the policy reforms of 
the 1980s were all driven primarily by budgetary crises (Daugbjerg 1999) and it 
wasn’t until the 1990’s the CAP saw its first real changex.   
1990’s: The MacSharry reform, decoupled payments & the URAA 
Due to the internal and external pressure that build up during the 80’s, the 
beginning 1990’s saw the first major reform of the CAP, the so-called MacSharry 
reform, named after then commissioner for agriculture Ray MacSharry (Ritson 1998; 
6). The MacSharry reform in 1992 was triggered by budgetary problems, but unlike 
previous adjustments in the CAP the MacSharry reform was also caused by pressure 
from the GATT Uruguay Round or more specifically by the Blair house agreement 
between the US and EU which was only possible due to the willingness in the EU to 
reform the CAP (Daugbjerg 1999; 3). Some scholars have labelled the reform radical 
it is highly debatable whether it is right to classify the reform as such. The reform did 
change the way farmers are paid but it did not change the fact that half of the income 
of farmers came from subsidies (Daugbjerg 1999; 3).  
The MacSharryxi reform in general and the external pressure from the Uruguay 
Agreement on Agriculture (URAA)xii are some of the most researched issues in 
European agricultural politics. The consensus in the literature on the reform seems to 
be that the ideational reason d’etre in the EU, prior to and following the reform, 
changed in a more market oriented approach, however the dominant approach 
remained a focus on the public good of the CAP. As MacSharry formulated it;  
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“We are fully engaged in the Uruguay Round process. But let me make it clear, we are 
doing so on the basis of our commitment to the CAP and to its basic principles and 
mechanisms of market unity, Community preference and financial solidarity” 
(Agra Europe, 1990a, no. 1398, p. P/2) 
Agenda 2000 
After accommodating the external pressures during the 90’s in the MacSharry 
reform, another, change in the CAP was made in 2000, with the Agenda 2000 
adjustments. The, then agricultural commissioner, Franz Fischer, once again defined 
the Agenda 2000 reform as radical, but analysts agree that the actual changes were 
rather modest and solely focused on fixing some of the issues remaining to comply 
with the URAA (Daugbjerg & Swinbank 2007; 3). Or in other words there were no 
significant ideational change on agriculture leading into the Agenda 2000 reform. 
After the Agenda 2000 the CAP has undergone three debates, the 2003 Fischer reform, 
2008 Health Check and the current CAP post-2013 debate.   
Sum up  
The above has shortly summed up the significant changes in the CAP and the 
ideational underpinnings hereof, since its creation in 1957. In 1957, the food scarcity 
during the post Second World War years was the ideational reason the EU created the 
CAP. This led to an institution based on a production stimulation frame, in order to 
create food security for all citizens in the six original EC countries. The CAP 
remained the sole common policy for many years in the EC and was largely 
unchallenged until the 80’s when a series of issues, among others food mountains and 
budget crisis in the EU, challenged the policy on its ideational purpose. In the 
beginning of the 90’s these pressures combined with the on going WTO discussions 
led to the MacSharry reform in 1992 where the underlying frame of market policy 
was evident. The MacSharry reform shifted the focus of the CAP to better comply 
with market forces. Framing an issue as productive was no longer enough it also had 
to be competitive or likewise. The subsidies however remained in place indication 
that the dominant frame remained that the CAP was about production. The CAP 
remained true to its basic principles. Following the MacSharry reform the CAP 
Framing the CAP debates   Rune Nydam Guldberg 
  Student number: 36423  
8 | P a g e   
become more market oriented with its focus on adaptation to market condition, but 
another frame was also introduced during the 1990´s; sustainability. The agenda 2000 
debate was evidence of the arrival of this sustainability frame although the policy 
didn’t change a whole lot. 
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Theoretical Approach 
To understand what ideational changes has occurred in the CAP post-2013 reform 
debate, this project attempts to create an analytical tool that incorporates the 
institutional aspect, historical legacy of agriculture in EU and the importance of ideas. 
In order to do so the following part will make a short introduction of the framing 
theory and historical institutionalism.  
Historical institutionalism 
Framing theory is rooted in the historical institutionalism approach that assumes 
“a historically constructed set of institutional constraints and opportunities affect the 
behaviour of political actors and interest groups involved in the policy-making 
process” (Béland 2011; 4). This approach recognizes that actors within the policy 
area have autonomous preferences, but that the negotiation process needs to be 
understood in an institutional and historical context. Previous enacted measures and 
the institutional mediation of economic interests within the policy area matters 
(Béland 2010; 4f). The approach offers a convincing argument of when and how 
policies change, however it poorly explains what policies different actors pursue or 
what their basic preferences are what strategies they pursue in order to convince 
others actors or form coalitions (Béland 2011; 7). To fill this gap of policy creation 
Béland (2011) suggest using ideational analysis with emphasis on how ideas and 
frames are created.  
Framing 
In 1974 Stephen Lukes published his much cited “radical view on power”. In this 
book he not only explained the two usual dimension of power, direct and indirect, but 
also introduced a third dimension, the power of ideas and institutions to structure and 
informs actors decisions (Lukes 1974). Frames constitute this dimension of power.  
 
“[Frames ed.] calls our attention to certain events and their underlying causes and 
consequences and directs our attention away from others. At the same time, they organize 
and make coherent an apparently diverse array of symbols, images, and arguments, 
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linking them through an underlying organizing idea that suggests what is at stake on the 
issue” 
 (Ferree et al. 2002: 14) 
 
So in short; a frame shapes the actors common interpretations of the area and the 
perception of their own interests (Häusermann & Kübler 2011; 117 & Béland 2010). 
They coordinate the policy actors’ behaviour through informing the actor changing or 
reaffirming their perceptions of interests and provide meaning of social practices’. In 
other words “Frames are central organizing ideas that provide coherence to a 
designated set of idea elements. A frame is a “thought organizer” (Häusermann & 
Kübler 2011; 117). Frames are important because, by setting the frame of how an 
actors can think about the policy area, the underlying frame shapes all other actors’ 
preferences and behavioural patterns in the given policy area (Häusermann & Kübler 
2011; 117).  
With this much emphasis on the structural power of frames, to shape behavioural 
and thought patterns, it is easy to assume frames are something completely 
unchangeable, but frames are not static structures incapable of change. Neither are 
they completely flexible and constantly changing, but fairly durable over time 
(Häusermann & Kübler 2011). Frames can therefore be objects of deliberate attempts 
of alteration. The creation of a hegemonic frame at a crucial juncture in time is 
therefore naturally a battlefield (Ferree et al. 2002: 61). Various groups with interests 
in the given policy field will attempt to alter the frame to their benefit, creating 
multiple parallel and often competing frames at the same time (Häusermann & Kübler 
2011).   
Hierarchy between the three I’s (ideas, Interests and Institutions) 
It is important to keep in mind that while frames are important in policy changes 
they are not the only important factor. They only become the decisive factor under 
particular institutional and political conditions (Häusermann & Kübler 2011). To add 
to this point Vivienne Schmidt showed how the different national institutions created 
different the policy discourse the actors can adopt; in Britain, single-actor system, and 
Germany, multiple-actor system (Béland 2011; 18). Others argued that ideas couldn’t 
triumph or succeed without the support of powerful actors within the policy area 
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(Béland 2011; 13). It is however the view of this project that while interests matter 
they are shaped by the ideas, and while the institutions matter, this institutions been 
created and shaped by ideas and the perceived interests of actors within the policy 
area through time. There is a definite hierarchy between the three I’s with ideas at the 
top, shaping interests of the actors whom in time forms institutions.  
Sum up 
The theoretical description makes two important arguments. First the theoretical 
chapter argued that frames are a good analytical tool to understand and analyse how 
different actors within a policy area perceive their interest and the possible and 
impossible political solution within the policy-area. Frames highlight some aspects of 
the policy area at the expense of other areas. Secondly the theoretical chapter argued 
that ideas is the most important of the three I´s but it is not the sole explanatory factor, 
institutional setups and actors preferences still matter although both are shaped by the 
ideas underlying the policy-area. Based on this very basic understanding of what 
frames are and how they function in the policy-area, the next chapter will discuss how 
frames will be methodological approached and what their implication is on the 
scientific assumptions in the project.  
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Content analysis and the science of ideas 
This next part of the project will discuss the methodological and scientific 
approach of the project. The project makes a content analysis that shows empirically 
how ideas and discourses are created over time. The scientific basis of the project is 
hermeneutic, implying that the preconceptions and ideas of the author will affect the 
analysis and that the knowledge gained from the project will be circular (Højbjerg 
2004: 313).    
Content analysis 
Content analysis is often used to analyse how ideas has transformed over time 
(Lynggaard 2007; 223). The importance of ideas in the policy-making process varies 
from analyst to analyst but this author, as highlighted in the theoretical chapter, put 
strong emphasis on the perception of ideas of the actors, as determinants for their 
actions. In the following a short description will be made of how ideas can be 
captured through a content analysis.           
Monuments 
The first important decision in doing a content analysis is deciding on which 
documents to analyse. Deciphering which documents are the central to the analysis 
(Lynggaard 2007; 224). While all laws, statements, briefs etc. express the ideas of the 
authors, certain documents are key to capturing the central ideas in the policy area, 
and their transformation over time. These documents are what Lynggaard (2007; 225) 
refers to as monuments. Lynggaard suggests using 3-5 actors or documents as central 
in the analysis. If the analysis covers a historical development the document should 
preferably cover 10 years or longer in order to capture the transformation of ideas. 
This project has identified five central documents published by the European 
Commission as monuments spanning almost 10 years, which are nodal points in the 
policy-area of the CAP reforms. These proposals reflects the commission’s perception 
after discussions idea sharing etc. with the agricultural policy-network consisting of 
European Council, the European parliament, interest groups such as Copa-Cogeca, 
civil society, the industry and finally NGO´sxiii. The monuments decided upon are: 
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2002: Reform of the CAP a long-term perspective for sustainable agriculture, impact 
 analysis 
2003: Commission 2003 CAP reform proposal 
2007: Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the 
Council - Preparing  for the "Health Check" of the CAP reform  
2010:  Common Agricultural Policy towards 2020: Assessment of Alternative Policy 
 Options 
2011: Commissions CAP-post 2013 Reform proposal: Establishing rules for direct 
payments  to farmers  under support schemes within  the 
 framework of the common  agricultural  policy 
 
Monuments are incredibly important in a policy process because actors, within the 
policy area, are informed by the ideas and discourses of the monuments and they have 
to relate their statements to the monuments to be considered legitimate and relevant 
(Lynggaard 2007; 225). That is also why this project has chosen five documents from 
the Commissions Consultation process. These documents reflect the ideas of all 
interested parties of the consultations as well as the ideas of the Commission it self.  
With the monumental documents decided upon, the next documents in the archive 
should reflect the variety of ideas of the actors within the policy area (Lynggaard 
2007; 225). These documents must reflect the transformation of ideas over times by f. 
ex. their ability to create advocacy-coalitions within the sub-policy area (Lynggaard 
2007; 225). The relevant documents are dependent on the theoretical approach. In this 
project the secondary documents will consists mainly of consultation documents by 
different actors within the policy network.   
Identifying ideas and their transformation 
This next part will shortly discuss how the project will structure the analysis in a 
way that allows a deciphering of the monumental documents. Lynggaard (2007; 227) 
argues in his text that all important documents points to which issues are problematic 
and their causes, during the introduction and in the final chapter how these problems 
should be solved. It is important whether the actors perceive the problems as a phase 
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or as a result of systemic problems with the current system (Lynggaard 2007; 228). 
Therefore the project needs to construct an analytical frame that captures the 
underlying frames informing the actors.  
Through a systemic review of the perceived problems, causes and solutions in the 
documents it is possible to identify which underlying frames are informing the actors 
and whether they are changing, either gradually or because of exogenous shocks. 
Indicators could be that solutions remained the same while perceived problems and 
causes changed or the other way around, with problems remaining the same but 
causes changed and solutions. A persistent problem, cause or solution will indicate a 
dominant frame creating legitimacy within the policy area (Lynggaard 2007; 229). 
Finally other indicators might include how many actors are supporting a given 
problem assumption, causal relation or solution, or it would have been interesting to 
see how and when and idea from a lesser authority is adopted in central documents.     
Validity of the research 
The validity of the project is rather questionable. As a first time content analyst, 
this author is not use to decoding texts. The author does have an educational 
background for reading political texts after studying political science 4 years, which at 
least provides some basis for validity because I know the terms and phrases. Another 
problem with the validity of this analysis is that it’s been made by one person in a 
very limited timespan. The short time has not allowed a thorough reading and re-
reading of all texts. Concerning the one decoder situation it would have been 
preferably if the project had devised an analytical framework, distributed it to 
different decoders who then decoded the same text. If the decoders came to the same 
inferences the validity of the analytical framework would have been significantly 
improved. While these are all problems concerning time and resources, a content 
analysis is not without its general problems either. While there are several problems 
with the content analysis the main problems are how to define ideas, their influence 
and interaction, basically the ontological assumptions in the project. That is what the 
next chapter discuss.  
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Scientific assumptions  
A discussion needs to made on the ontological assumptions of the project and 
especially concerning the role of ideas and interests. The next part will make a short 
discussion on the interest of the actors and how the ontological issues of actors 
interests will be tackled, specifically how the project avoid falling back on rationalist 
assumptions about actors interests. This chapter therefore aims to outline and discuss 
the scientific significance of the knowledge gained through this project by asking 
what kind of knowledge we can gain.  
Ontology of actors’ interests  
The main issue in this project is the ontological discussion of what the actors’ 
interests are. In their article from 2010 Nedergaard & Lynggaard, attempts to bridge 
the gap between the rationalist assumptions in institutionalism and the constructivists 
assumption of actors interests. They did this through sequencing the constructivist 
approach with a rationalist institutionalism. By adding an aspect of time to the 
equation they almost avoid an ontological and epistemological problem. In their 
approach actors perceived interests can change and be altered over time, but when it 
came to the actual bargaining situation the perceived interests of the actor becomes 
static and inflexible (Nedergaard & Lynggaard 2010; 32f). Their approach is what 
Colin Hay would describe as Institutional constructivism. Hay criticises this approach 
on relying too much on the rationalist assumptions and instead argues that the 
perceived interests of actors are always socially constructed, in what he calls 
constructivist institutionalism (Hay 2011; 65f). In this approach it is assumed that 
actors recalculate and reassess their positions as the information changes (Béland & 
Cox 2011; 11). An actor still acts strategically in an attempt to maximize their own 
perceived good in the bargaining situation and within the institutional surrounding, 
but opposed to the materialist’s assumption, the actor does not have a static objective 
material interest they attempt to realize.  Basically ideas in the materialist view are 
merely reflecting fundamental material interests of the actor whereas in the ideational 
approach ideas are also shaping the interests of that actor (Hay 2011; 65f). New ideas 
force a reassessment of the perceived interests of the actor. “This could be simply a 
strategic calculation of advantage, which would be consistent with a materialist 
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explanation. But it might also involve a fundamental reassessment of priorities, 
perhaps even identity” (Cox 2011; 7).  
 
The ontological departure point of this project is therefore based on the 
institutional constructivist approach where ideas and preferences of the actors are 
continuously shaped and redefined (Béland & Cox 2011; 5). There is no, 
economically derived, objective interest of the actor. Everything, decisions, 
preferences and interests are historical, political and socially constructed.  
 
“The ideational perspective … assumes that people develop a set of ideas to make sense 
of the world. These ideas guide our actions and shape our interactions with others. Shared 
ideas lend themselves to routine practices that give rise to institutions.” 
(Béland 2011; 12) 
 
This leads to questions of how ideas in a policy area came to be perceived as 
preferable by the actors not attempting to uncover what static economic interest 
within the actor made them choose this strategy (Hay 2011; 81). Or in other words, 
this project is concerned with how the idea of food security has been shaped and 
reformed by various actors in a way it has been perceived desirable by different actors. 
This also implies that the project can only discuss what has happened and not 
construct a grand scheme or try and predict the future for the CAP reforms.  
Sum up 
The above chapter has done two things. First it showed how project uses a content 
analysis as Lynggaard presents to analyse the empirical data.  Using the content 
analysis a researcher can gain insight into the underlying ideas of the documents 
authors through a structured design. The project identified five central documents 
spanning a 10 year period, it considers as monuments of the policy process of the 
CAP. Through an analysis of the purpose, problems, causes and solutions in these 
monuments the analyst can show how different frames has evolved and transformed 
over time. Secondly this chapter discussed the concept of ideas and interests and their 
influence on actors. This project agrees with Hay that ideas are central not only in 
analysing the material interest of the actors but also in shaping the actors interests and 
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preferences. As a result this project will not attempt to argue for some universal truth 
or construct a grand scheme about the reform process, only show how the frames has 
changed over time. 
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Operationalization  
With the basic concepts of framing theory as well as the methodological approach 
of the content analysis outlined above, the following pages will discuss how the 
policy-framing theory will be operationalized in the analysis of the project. It was 
previously argued that framing a policy area can focus the attention of actors to a 
particular issue thereby excluding other issues from the discussion. Frames also 
helped shape the actors’ perception of their self-interest, even if they do not realise 
this themselves. So in its operationalization and methodology chapter this project has 
to develop an analytical tool that shows how ideas are central in creating agricultural 
policy and that the ideas themselves reflect the institutional legacy and the prior 
frames within the network. 
 
This project once again looks to Häusermann & Kübler to start things of. In their 
research Haüsermann and Kübler argued for the three frames in Swiss family policies 
to be: Labour policy, social policy and gender policy. Using the frames they showed 
how the overlap between the frames created the possibilities for coalitions between 
actors within the policy area.  “The important point in terms of politics is that 
particular policy instruments can be linked to more than one policy frame, i.e. they 
can be located at the intersections of frames, which creates potentials for policy 
alliances”  (Häusermann & Kübler 2011). This project takes a somewhat different 
approach since the concern is more about how particular discourses can (re-)emerge. 
In order to do so the project needs to identify the underlying frames of the agricultural 
sector.   
Purpose, Problems, Causation and Solutions  
In order to analyse which frames are dominant at different times during the cap 
reforms this project will create a structure focussing on the perceived purpose of the 
CAP, problems, causes and solutions suggested by the involved actors. The 
differences through time will uncover which frame is dominant at the time of the 
proposal through focussing especially on the solutions proposed by the actors. If the 
solutions remain the same, despite different causes or perceived problems, then there 
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is probably an underlying frame shaping the perception of the actors’ strategic interest. 
That entails that if food security is seen as a problem the solution would indicate a 
dominant frame although the policy could also indicate several frames being invoked.  
Constructing the frames 
As shown in the introductory chapter three different frames have been dominant in 
the CAP debates through the history. The Commission summed it up in its own report 
rather nicely. The following will shortly discuss the different frames and what their 
indicators are.  
The food security frame is the oldest of the three frames. Based on the history of 
food shortage this frame has been build into the institutional ideational history that 
created among other things an idea that agriculture is exceptional. The frame was 
weak in the 1980´s due to the Food Mountains and likewise through the 1990´s when 
nobody was concerned with food security due to the oversupply. Actors informed by 
and trying to amplify the food security frame will highlight the volatility of markets, 
the unions’ independence from bad states they see the rising demand for food world 
wide as a concern and a cause that might lead to food insecurity in the EU. They will 
see production stimulation measures as vital parts of the CAP reforms and be less 
concerned with distribution of the budget, environmental impacts and the market 
compatibility. 
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The market policy frame was interestingly enough, in a Union based on a single 
market, first introduced through the 1980´s. The frame was mainly dominant in the 
1990´s when the market was seen as the great saviour. Actors informed by the market 
frame will perceive competition to be in their best interest. They will highlight the 
problems of regulation and high food safety and environmental standards as crippling 
the EU agriculture forcing them to compete on unequal ground with foreign 
competitors. They will point solutions as public goods compensations and less 
regulation.    
The Sustainability frame was introduced roughly at the same time as the market 
frame but it was mainly institutionalized with the Agenda 2000 reform. Actors 
informed by the frame will perceive the CAP as a tool against the negative 
externalities of the market. They will highlight to environmental and ethical problems 
of industry farming as unsustainable. To avoid these externalities they will seek 
regulation and minimum standards.  
As it is evident from the above, all three frames are currently present, although the 
Commission defines one of the frames as competitiveness not market policy.  To 
conceptualise how to uncover the underlying frames this project will look at what is 
considered the overall purpose of the CAP, what problems has been perceived to be of 
importance, what the causes for these problems are and finally what policy 
instruments are proposed by the actors to overcome the problems. 
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 Purpose of the 
CAP 
Problems  Causes Solutions 
Food security  
policy frame 
Ensure an  
agricultural 
Production in 
Europe 
High Consumer 
prices 
Market volatility,    
Rising demand,  
Speculation,  
National self-
interests 
Measures for 
production 
stimulation 
Intensive 
production 
Market policy 
frame 
Create fair 
competition based 
on market 
conditions 
Inefficiency of 
EU farmers 
High imposed 
costs  
Regulatory 
pressure 
Public good 
measures makes 
European farmers 
uncompetitive,  
Regulatory 
bureaucracy 
reduces efficiency  
Farmer 
compensation for 
public good 
initiatives 
Less regulation 
 
Sustainability 
Frame 
Ensure ethical 
farming, the safety 
of consumers and 
sustainable 
production  
Pollution and 
environmental 
destruction from 
farm industry 
production 
Poor treatment of 
animals,  
Unsafe food for 
consumers  
Overproduction 
Industry farming 
on market 
conditions 
Regulation of the 
farming 
community 
Minimum 
standards 
 
Sum Up 
This project argues that there are three frames currently underlying the CAP 
debate. A Food Security frame which emphasises the CAP's historical role as a means 
of increasing production in the agricultural sector, a market orientation frame that 
focus on creating a more competitive agricultural sector and finally a sustainability 
frame which emphasises the CAP's role in ensuring ethical and environmental 
farming practices. These three frames are visible at different times in the process but 
possible to uncover when combined with the methodological tool of content analysis 
by structuring an analytical tool based on the frames characteristics in the purpose, 
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problems, causations and solutions. Through a sound structuring the analyst is capable 
of showing which frames are dominant and what is currently being excluded from the 
debate. 
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Analysis – From Market Orientation to Sustainability and Food Security 
The next part of the analysis will apply the analytical tool to structure and present 
the development in the perceived purpose, problems, causes and solutions from the 
Fischer reform in 2003 to the CAP proposal in 2011. The point will be to answer the 
second research question of “What development has the underlying frames informing 
the actors on agricultural policy been through from 2003 to 2013?”  The analysis 
will start by analysing the monuments decided upon in the methodological chapter 
and then proceed to discuss the implications of the transformation of the frames and 
the implication of the Frames currently being discussed.  
2003: Fischer reform 
Reading and structuring the two documents reveals interesting frames of the 
Fischer Reform. Following the 1990´s and the emphasis on markets in the MacSharry 
reform (see introduction); the Mid-term Review (MTR) continued this trend. The 
MTR put further emphasis on the market frame, through emphasising “a competitive 
agricultural sector”, as the first point in the perceived purpose of the CAP (Annex 1). 
The market orientation purpose of the CAP was likewise reiterated in the Commission 
CAP Reform proposal where its objectives were to involve more market orientation 
(Annex 2). The market frame however was not the only focus on the MTR. The 
sustainability frame had gained significant strength through the 1990's which was now 
evident in the MTR 
 
“It aims at enhancing the efficiency, sustainability and subsidiarity of the CAP, 
simplifying its administration while taking into account the need to preserve farming 
incomes in a less trade distorting way and respecting at the same time trends in consumer 
choices and public opinion more generally.“ 
 (MTR 2002; 1) 
 
The perceived problems at the time were as the lack of competiveness in the EU 
agricultural sector, budget pressure on the EU budget as well as land abandonment 
(Annex 1&2). The causes for the problems were considered to be the high costs of 
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environment friendly and food safety ensuring production methods and extreme price 
fluctuations. So it seems fairly convincing that the frames dominant during the MTR 
were competition and sustainability and not much emphasis was put on food security. 
So both documents (Annex 1 & 2) strongly emphasises sustainability as well as the 
competitiveness of the agricultural sector, whereas neither really mentions the 
production side of the agricultural sector. Interestingly the competitiveness of the 
agricultural sector isn´t supposes to come from efficiency increases. Instead the CAP 
should seek “justification of support through the provision of services that the public 
expects farmers to provide“(Mid-term review; 2). Read in context it is implied that 
public goods such as environmental friendly production are the justification of the 
CAP expenditure.    
The solution in the 2003 reform included policy tools that encouraged less 
overproduction by the income not being linked to production via the decoupled 
payments. Through the cross-compliance more emphasis on public good and creating 
positive externalities, policy measures that had a broader view than specific 
commodities, not forcing some farmers to grow irrelevant crops, and a trend to re-
nationalize the decisions in agricultural sector (Grant 2010; 5). In other words the 
Fischer reform introduced measures in the area between the sustainability frame and 
market orientation frame.  
2008 Health Check 
Reading and comparing the Health check to the Fischer reform 2003 the ideational 
underpinnings are roughly the same. The purpose of the CAP is taken directly from 
the Fischer reform proposal and the main issues in the Health Check remains the 
competitiveness of agricultural sector in the EU as well as a focus on the continued 
sustainability of European farming (Annex 3). The development in the documents 
does point towards a stronger market frame, with emphasis is on de-regulation and 
simplification of the SPS as well as the cross-compliance system. No attention is paid 
to the issue of food security despite the fact that in 2008 the food price crisis has 
peaked. In fact in the preparatory document for the “Health Check” the commission 
when discussing the food prices, considers the possibilities of ”Grasping new 
opportunities and improving market orientation” within the agricultural sector. This 
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should be done in light of the medium-term outlook for the markets, which are 
considered favourable, therefore the commission suggest “a reflection on the future of 
the remaining "old CAP" instruments (e.g. quotas, public intervention, price support 
and refunds)” all instruments, except quotas, to enhance food production.  
So based on the reduction of the regulatory bureaucracy of the cross-compliance 
measures, the retraction of old policy with the intention of enhancing production and 
through framing the global trends of rising prices as “new opportunities” the market 
frame can be considered fairly dominant, although the sustainability also plays a 
major role, at the time of “Health Check”. This changes significantly with the 2020 
reform, as the next part of the analysis will show. 
CAP reform post 2013  
Following the Fischer reform 2003 and the health check in 2008 with their strong 
emphasis on the competiveness and sustainability of the agricultural sector, the 
Commission’s assessment of Alternative politics sets a very different course. The 
purpose of the CAP is now less inwards and instead focuses on world wide problems 
of sustainability, food security and climate change. As the executive summary clearly 
states a change has happened from previous CAP's to todays challenges “challenges 
(to the agriculture) that were primarily endogenous to agriculture... but many of the 
challenges EU agriculture faces today are driven by factors beyond its control”xiv. 
Another aspect introduced in the assessment is the idea that the CAP should focus on 
broader polices than just agricultural; it also needs to take into account an issue like 
food security (Annex 4 & 5). These issues have gained significance instead issues 
such as market orientation and a fair living standard of the farmers. Another signifier 
of this development in the strength of the frames is the order, in which the issues are 
mentioned. In the Fischer reform the CAP should ensure a competitive agricultural 
sector that is also sustainable, whereas the 2020 reform suggests that the agricultural 
sector should be “sustainable competitiveness”xv. Combined with other factors it does 
signify a retrenched market frame and stronger sustainability and food security frames.   
The perceived problems likewise are no longer that the EU agricultural sector is 
extremely uncompetitive in a global comparison and “needs to be justified”. Instead 
the problem is considered structural and macroeconomic, and as a global problem of 
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agriculture as a sector (Annex 5). An example used is that the price on fertilizer and 
energy is rocketing while agricultural prices only have increased moderately creating 
a deterioration of the terms of trade agriculture. A new issue addressed more 
significantly by the European Commission in the CAP 2020 proposal, is the spreading 
monoculture and intensive farming is which is considered problematic. The causes for 
these problems is considered to be primarily out of the hands of the EU, however it is 
still a concern that farmers aren't compensated enough for their public good 
provisions (Annex 5).  
To overcome these issues the Commission propose three alternate strategies of 
varying reform degree. The first is a complete re-focus. This is the absolute most 
radical proposal. In this proposal CAP measures should be targeted to only prevent 
negative climate and environmental externalities of agricultural production. This 
“radical” position tells us quite a bit about the current dominant frame in the 
Commission. The entire alternative radical proposal is solely oriented at what is 
considered the main problem considered by the Commission “sustainability”. The 
second proposal is an integration focus, where policies likewise should be better 
targeted the sustainability of agriculture and finally the last proposal is an adjustment 
of the CAP like the one that was done in the 2008 Health Check.  
While the sustainability frame is, based on analysis above showed, currently the 
dominant frame the other frames are not gone just weakened to some extend. Instead 
we have policy area based on several different and competing frames. The market 
frame might be put in the background at the moment but the Commission still focus 
on sustainable competitiveness not just sustainability, secondly the decoupled 
payments, a market oriented policy instrument is unchallenged by the Commission. 
As argued earlier the 2020 assessment also include indicators that the Food Security 
frame has re-emerged as a frame informing the actors.  
So far this analysis has argued that a change in the frames underlying the CAP 
debate has changed from 2003 to 2013. The largest change was seen form the health 
check 2008 to the CAP towards 2020 document where food security once again 
became important. The Commission is not complete unaware of this as it writes in the 
introduction the CAP debate on their website:   
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“Since its creation, the CAP has always been adapted to respond to the challenges of its 
time. Significant reforms have been made in recent years, notably in 2003 and during the 
CAP Health check in 2008, to modernise the sector and make it more market-oriented. The 
Europe 2020 strategy offers a new perspective. “  
(http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/index_en.htm) 
 
While the Health Check despite the Commission rhetoric’s is hardly a significant 
reform it is at least an adjustment of the CAP. The interesting part of this however is 
in light of the above analysis the last sentence. Even though the Commission 
rhetorically dubs almost everything as a reform or significant, this time they seem to 
be right. In the Commissions consultation note “The CAP towards 2020: Meeting the 
food, natural resources and territorial challenges of the future”xvi Food Security was 
placed front and centre. It was presented as the most important issue for the CAP to 
tackle and the increase in production in EU was the way to do it. As the Commission 
writes in the CAP towards 2020 consultation note (Highlight added by EU), “The 
primary role of agriculture is to supply food. Given that demand worldwide will 
continue rising in the future, the EU should be able to contribute to world food 
demand(bold made by the Commission).” (CAP reform towards 2020; 4).   Finally 
does the simple fact that food security is mentioned respectively 14 and 5 times in the 
documents on the CAP 2020 proposals and in an EU context, as opposed to one in the 
Fischer Reform documents (in a developing countries context) and none in the Health 
Check a decent indicator.  
What's not being talked about  
That a change has occurred in the underlying frames of any debate according to 
the framing theory naturally raises the question of “what is being excluded from the 
current debate?” Remembering what Ferree said about frames they “call our attention 
to certain events and their underlying causes and consequences and direct our 
attention away from others”. Frames likewise limit the actors’ policy options. This 
next part will therefore shortly discuss what things are not being discussed because of 
the current framing of the CAP reform post 2013.  
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Trade Distortions and the WTO 
Currently very little emphasis is placed on the trade distorting effects of the CAP. 
While the CAP has never been applauded for its liberalisation and market orientation, 
the recent framings in the Fischer Reform and Health Check had made way for a slow 
out phasing of the trade distorting effects of subsidies including the decoupled 
payments. While the Re-Focus would in fact remove the subsidies and instead solely 
reward sustainable agriculture, it is highly doubtful that as long as the food security 
frame is of some strength such a radical proposal would ever be implemented. 
Currently very few actors within the agricultural policy area are pro, a complete 
removal of the two pillar structure as the commission states in it legal proposal; 
 
“There is broad agreement among stakeholders on the need for a strong CAP based on 
a two-pillar-structure in order to address the challenges of food security, sustainable 
management of natural resources and territorial development”  
(Legal proposal 2011; 5). 
 
Therefore possibilities of further liberalisation of the CAP is currently low. 
Another issue relating to the liberalization of the CAP is the very limited focus of the 
on going Doha round WTO discussion. While exogenous conditions are currently 
being debated as the causes for the future problems of the CAP, the solutions are 
internal actions. Multilateral solutions through the WTO are only vaguely discussed in 
the legal proposal.  
Sum up 
To sum up and answer the second research question; the frame underlying the 
CAP discussions in the commission has changed. The market frame and the 
sustainability frame were both important in the Fischer reform. Emphasising the need 
to create a competitive agricultural sector in combination with the cross-compliance 
the introduction of the decoupled payments was perfectly placed. The market frame 
seemed more dominant in the “Health Check” in 2008, where the sustainable cross-
compliance measures was under attack for being to bureaucratic and needed a 
simplification. Food security wasn't seen as problematic at all and the global 
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challenges were seen as new opportunities for a market oriented European agriculture 
sector. In the current debate the market frame however has been dominated by the 
sustainable frame. The indicators suggest that the Commission is more concerned 
with, sustainable production methods and fixing the exogenous challenges to the 
agricultural sector that is considered to endanger the food security, than with a 
continued market orientation of the agricultural sector. This has resulted in the 
exclusion of discussions on the trade distorting effects of decoupled payments and the 
possibilities of fixing the exogenous problems to the agricultural markets through 
international organisations such as WTO.  
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Conclusion and implications 
This project sets out to answer the question of “What development has there been in 
the underlying frames in the debates on the Common Agricultural Policy reforms 
from 2003 to 2013?”.  In order to do so the project asked two additional sub 
questions of  
“What are the competing frames in the CAP discussion?” And to make the project 
just a little interesting “What is excluded in the current debate?”. First however this 
project showed how the ideational underpinnings of the CAP has evolved from its 
focus on creating Food Security in 1957 to its combined market and sustainability 
focus of the MacSharry reform and Agenda 2000. The theoretical chapter argued that 
the use of framing theory would be a good tool to analyse and understand 
developments in the ideational underpinnings of a given policy area, and that through 
highlighting a particular frame or frames it is possible for some actors to exclude 
undesirable issues within the policy area. Finally the methodological chapter argued 
that content analysis could help construct an analytical tool to uncover the frames 
underlying the CAP debates through focussing on the perceived purpose, problems, 
causation and solutions proposed in five monuments from the three important debates, 
the Fischler reform 2003, Health Check 2008 and the current CAP post 2013 reform 
debate.  
The analysis of the underlying frames of the CAP debate showed that both the 
market frame and sustainability frame were fairly dominant in the Fischler reform, 
while the food security frame was at first sight almost non-existent. This combination 
made it possible to create a system of decoupled payments with cross-compliance 
measures  that was framed as both advancing the competitive edge of EU farmers as 
well being sustainable. The cross-compliance was under attack during the Health 
Check as the bureaucracy surrounding the measures were considered as to 
bureaucratic, indicating a dominant market orientation frame. The power of the three 
frames has been altered significantly from the 2008 Health check to current post 2013 
debate. In the current debate sustainability is the dominant frame, but also the food 
security has gained a significant influence at the expense of the market frame.  As a 
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consequence important discussions on the trade distorting effects of the EU subsidies 
are currently being neglected in the debate as well as the affect the continuation of the 
EU subsidies has on the current WTO negotiations.  
So WTO and trade distortion isn’t discussed in the current CAP debate, what is 
the big deal?  
It is this authors subjective opinion that the current frames underlying and shaping 
the CAP debate hinders the progress in WTO Doha discussions. In the beginning of 
the early 1990’s we had a somewhat similar situation, when the obviously trade 
distorting export subsidies were given to the EU farmers. This issue was blocking an 
agreement at the Uruguay round, as Swinbank and Daugbjerg (2009) showed in their 
analysis on WTO and the CAP and how external pressure could help create change in 
institutions. While the current subsidies are considered less trade distorting and in fact 
is designed in a way they can be put in the WTO green box of non-trade distorting 
measures, it is a difficult argument to make that a sector gaining 50% of its income 
from subsidies is competitive. A new approach to the agricultural sector in the EU 
could in this authors opinion create a better negotiation mandate at the Doha rounds 
and even perhaps change the perception of interests within the EU thereby closer 
align the EU’s strategic interest with the purpose of the negotiation rounds. In other 
words, this project attempts to help re-focus the debate by highlighting what is being 
left out of the current political debate on the future of the CAP and the discrepancy of 
perceiving the causes as externalities such as market volatility and climate change, but 
seeking internal solutions. 
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Would have... Should have... Could have...  
The project you just read was not the project this author intended to write from the 
beginning. This project reflects what the author can safely argue with the empirical 
data that was analysed before the deadline, however the ambitions were much bigger 
than what is currently presented. Therefore these next few pages will be used to 
discuss what the original intention of the project was, how this was suppose to be 
achieved, why it didn't happen and what to learn from it.  
Would have 
The original intention was a normative quest to uncover the lies of policy 
entrepreneurs who politicised the Food Security discourse in order to advance their 
strategic interest, whether the strategic interest was materialist or socially constructed. 
The project was therefore based on an assumption that the current emphasis on food 
security in the CAP post 2013 debate was a political construction and not a “real” fear 
among political actors within the agricultural policy-network.  
The initial idea of the project was to identify the policy-actors within the 
agricultural sector using the policy-network theory as a heuristic tool. Then through 
backwards mapping (as it is proposed by Lynggaard 2007; 227) discover who the 
culprit was in creating this food security frame and how this idea diffused among the 
other actors within the policy-network and how they further shaped it. However 
during a backwards mapping process, it became evident at the end that a lot of actors, 
among others the Commission was actually concerned with the food security in the 
EU. Not only the global problem of Food Security also the food security of the EU. 
The discourse can be traced back to 2008 where the rising food prices where a great 
concern to the entire world. The Commission presented in their paper from May 2008 
their response and while their focus was on helping the situation of the poorest 
countries they did argue that  “Rises in food and commodity prices, if sustained over 
time, could have implications For both global and EU security, including the threat of 
conflicts over scarce resources and Increased movements of people” xvii This is the 
earliest mention of food security this author was able to find. But the European 
Parliament also initiated their own investigation of the Food Security issue in January 
Framing the CAP debates   Rune Nydam Guldberg 
  Student number: 36423  
33 | P a g e   
2009 concluding that food security was a problem within the EU that should be 
tackled though the CAPxviii.  
This of course shouldn’t have prevented me in finishing the rest of the analysis by 
backward mapping the preferences of all the actors within the network by looking at 
their changing positions over time here I just grossly underestimated how long this 
process would take, in both finding the relevant documents and analysing them.    
This discovery late in the process and the underestimation of time created the 
rather dull project you just read, however other the problem could have been tackled 
better by the author. Therefore a short story about what I should have done to 
overcome the issue. 
Should Have 
First and foremost I should have limited the scope of the research much earlier in 
the process. Focussing either on a few important actors within the policy-network 
either EU institutions, interest groups or nations and then discussed how these actors 
framed the food security discourse. Alternatively the focus should have been solely on 
the CAP post 2013 discussion and consultation. Both limitations however would have 
had significant consequences on the questions possible to answer with the analysis. 
Especially limiting the time-span of the analysis would have been difficult to defend 
in light of the theory of framing and the chosen methodology since a prerequisite for 
understanding the transformation of frames was that they evolved and changed over 
time and has to be understood in that context.  
Could Have 
This final part of the project will shortly discuss what alternative routes could 
have been taken in order to answer the research question and what interesting projects 
could be based of this one.  
An interesting alternative to this project would have been to look at how the new 
power structure of co-decision, in stead of just orientation, between the Commission 
and the European Parliament implemented via the Lisbon treaty affects the debate on 
CAP. The parliament has traditionally been known as incredibly conservative when it 
comes to the agricultural policy. They are the ones in immediate danger of losing their 
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jobs because the farmers actually gets to vote them out of their seat unlike the 
Commission. Another interesting project would be to go even deeper within the EU 
structure looking at how different experts in example the Special Committee on 
Agriculture, that is advising the European Council of minsters or how think tanks and 
NGO’s affect the decisions of the commission. Finally building on the normative 
foundation of this project it would be interesting to analyze how, the re-emergence of 
the Food Security frame, affects the current WTO Doha negotiations.  
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